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Abstract 7 
Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of undertaking roles in Sport 8 
Education on responsibility levels of elementary school students. Method: Forty-one fifth and sixth-9 
grade students participated in a 15-lesson season. Students undertook five different roles into the 10 
Sport Education season and presented differing initial perceived responsibility scores. Results: 11 
Results in this study convey students’ responsibility improvements for both personal and social 12 
responsibility during a season of Sport Education. There exist differences in students with low 13 
perceived responsibility depending on the role they undertake whereas students with high perceived 14 
responsibility do not present any difference according to the role they perform. Conclusion: In the 15 
physical education context, the teachers have to consider the personal characteristics of the students 16 
in the process of mapping students to roles. 17 
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Relationship between Personal and Social Responsibility and the Roles Undertaken in Sport 20 
Education 21 
The aim of school physical education can be distilled into a number of universally-agreed 22 
points, including (a) enhance physical, mental, emotional, and social development, (b) develop 23 
physical creativity, competence, and confidence to perform a variety of physical activities, (c) 24 
examine human movement from different key perspectives, (d) work as individuals, with partners, in 25 
groups and as part of a team, in both competitive and non-competitive situations, and (e) encourage 26 
an appreciation of physical activities and promoted positive attitude towards establishing and 27 
sustaining an active and healthy lifestyle (Bailey, 2006).  28 
The universally-agreed points above highlight that physical education can be considered to 29 
involve ‘learning to move’ and ‘moving to learn’ (Association for Physical Education, 2015). 30 
‘Learning to move’ is concerned with learning the skills, techniques, and knowledge required for 31 
participation in physical activities, knowledge and control of one’s body and its range and capacity 32 
for movement. ‘Moving to learn’ positions physical activity as a context for the means of learning 33 
and involves a range of learning outcomes which go beyond learning to engage in selected physical 34 
activities (e.g., social skills and problem solving).  35 
It is the element of ‘moving to learn’ that this paper sets out to explore and contribute to 36 
understanding further. The relationship between different roles students undertake in a physical 37 
education class and the level of personal responsibility and social responsibility aligned with specific 38 
roles is the focus of this paper. It is anticipated that this will provide evidence on the extent to which 39 
the introduction and practice of different roles in physical education (e.g., captain, coach) can affect 40 
the level of responsibility, which in turn can instill in students an appreciation for being responsible 41 
for their own and others’ involvement in a physically active lifestyle. Physical education’s 42 
contribution to the affective domain through the personal and social development of individuals (and 43 
possibly to communities and society as a whole) has gained traction over the years as a 44 
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complementary, and important, element to the psychomotor and cognitive features of physical 45 
education (Laker, 2000). 46 
The paper begins by exploring the extent of the affective dimension in physical education, 47 
including the elements of responsibility (Laker, 2000). The paper then outlines the teaching of roles 48 
and responsibilities (social responsibility and personal responsibility) in physical education. This is 49 
guided by the work of Siedentop’s Sport Education (SE) model, which uses roles in an attempt to 50 
engage young people in being competent, literate, and enthusiastic sports people (Siedentop, Hastie, 51 
& van der Mars, 2011). 52 
Affective Dimension in Physical Education 53 
All school subjects, including physical education, are required to contribute to the students’ 54 
affective domain (Jacobs, Knoppers, & Webb, 2013). A focus solely on the psychomotor and the 55 
technical, at the expense of the affective, unnecessarily restricts children’s appreciation of sport. It 56 
also produces a lack of development of other demands, such as social responsibility, moral behavior, 57 
or democracy (Laker, 2000). In the psychosocial literature, these social competencies are called ‘life 58 
skills’ (Escartí, Llopis-Goig, & Wright, 2018). This connects with the conception of ‘moving to 59 
learn,’ which involves a range of learning outcomes such as social skills or problem solving 60 
(Association for Physical Education, 2015).  61 
Parker and Stiehl (2015) affirm that physical education ‘can make a difference’ because of its 62 
nature, and helps students to learn social skills such as leadership, organization and team spirit. They 63 
highlight the importance of empowering children to develop responsible attitudes in the physical 64 
education context, through opportunities for choice, practice, and reflection. Physical education plays 65 
a crucial role for moral development of children because it is a context where a great deal of social 66 
interaction occurs among pupils and between pupil and teacher (Jacobs et al., 2013). There are 67 
opportunities to connect and interact with others in a cooperative way (Light, Funk, & Light, 2018) 68 
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as a tool to develop the above mentioned social skills in physical education (Coulter & Ní Chróinín, 69 
2013).  70 
Sport Education and the Teaching of Responsibility 71 
To create a respectful and caring learning environment and help students to focus on effort 72 
and self-direction, specific strategies for empowering students with choices and voices are necessary 73 
(Hastie, 2017). The Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility model (TPSR; Hellison, 2011) has 74 
been central to considering the development of values and personal and social responsibility in 75 
young people. TPSR suggests five levels connected with personal and social responsibility: 76 
respecting the rights and feelings of others, effort, self-direction, caring and helping, and transference 77 
“outside the gym” (Hellison, 2011). Hellison’s model has provided benefits in terms of dealing with 78 
aggressiveness and disruptive behaviors, self-control, caring, conflict resolution, responsibility, 79 
enjoyment, relatedness, empathy, self-confidence, self-esteem and self-efficacy (Pozo, Grao-Cruces, 80 
& Pérez-Ordás, 2018). In addition, other models, such as SE (Siedentop et al., 2011),  are 81 
conceptualized in the field of physical education and sport as a potential way to diversify teaching 82 
with the aim to move beyond limited, repetitive, and decontextualize practices (Landi, Fitzpatrick, & 83 
McGlashan, 2016) as well as develop positive personal and social behaviors (Harvey, Kirk, & 84 
O’Donovan, 2014). 85 
 SE was created as an alternative to the multiactivity approach, stating that “in too many 86 
physical education programs, the only responsibilities students have are to obey class rules and do 87 
what the teacher tells them to do” (Siedentop et al., 2011, p. 7). SE was created with the objective of 88 
providing students a “deeper coverage of content and an expanded set of content goals” (Siedentop et 89 
al., 2011, p. 13). Traditional goals of physical education are inherent in SE, which include the 90 
development of techniques, fitness, and strategy, and also include objectives related to sport 91 
administration, student autonomy, teamwork, and understanding of the sport culture (Landi et al., 92 
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2016). According to this argument, SE is based on a conception of physical education that goes 93 
beyond skills and strategies.  94 
Following Siedentop et al. (2011), SE is based on six essential characteristics. These are 95 
seasons (providing students chances to play), affiliation (students are a member of a persisting team), 96 
formal competition (where students perform the abilities they have learned during the preseason), 97 
culminating event (the season finishes with a play-off), record keeping (recording aspects such as 98 
fair play), and festivity (where students celebrate the experience of being involved in a sporting 99 
activity). The student-centered features of SE support peer-teaching and cooperative learning 100 
approaches, and SE has been considered a potential model for personal and social development 101 
(Harvey et al., 2014). Personal responsibility can be understood as the ability of a person to respond 102 
to the different situations he/she faces or, in Laker’s words, the ability to “be accountable for one’s 103 
actions” (2000, p. 80). Within the physical education context, students are sometimes faced with 104 
activities that do not motivate them and/or they are challenged to develop and understand new sport 105 
abilities that require effort to proficiently perform them. A lack of personal responsibility is evident 106 
when a student makes excuses or blames others for their own inappropriate behaviors. Social 107 
responsibility arises when a student aids and supports peers on how best to improve their 108 
performance in a physical education context. Since we interact almost every day with other people, 109 
caring for and respecting others is a requirement for the development of the human condition (Laker, 110 
2000).  111 
Within SE, each teammate develops specific roles such as coach, captain, or fitness 112 
instructor, and fulfils the responsibilities connected to this role (Siedentop et al., 2011). Landi et al. 113 
(2016) proposed that roles in SE can be understood from a personal or social perspective, and that 114 
they complement each other. Roles link with personal responsibility in terms of students feeling 115 
conscious of not performing the roles effectively on behalf of their team. Alternatively, when a 116 
student who is performing the role of referee does his/her best and strives for understanding the rules 117 
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of a new sport, this is an example of a student developing his/her personal responsibility. At the same 118 
time, this personal responsibility is aligned to a collective/social responsibility. For example, the 119 
coach learns how to develop her/his own team practice plan and the fitness trainers develop the 120 
progression in warm-ups that are linked with the team practice. As a result, the totality of the practice 121 
plan is designed by multiple members of the team.  122 
 By enacting roles in SE, students receive a considerable amount of responsibility (Farias, 123 
Hastie, & Mesquita, 2017) and, in turn, become more responsible for their learning and the changing 124 
role of the teacher (Casey, 2014). However, some preservice teachers are resistant towards the 125 
introduction of roles and responsibilities in SE when they believe they lack the necessary knowledge 126 
to implement them successfully in practice (McMahon & MacPhail, 2007). Some elementary school 127 
students have no experience in accepting responsibility, subsequently avoiding accountability for 128 
their actions (Stran, Sinelnikov, & Woodruff, 2012). In spite of this, SE is an effective framework for 129 
developing students’ autonomy (Perlman, 2012) and a framework in which teachers appreciate 130 
student-centered teaching and become more of a facilitator (Hordvik, MacPhail, & Ronglan, 2019; 131 
Stran & Curtner-Smith, 2010) without losing students’ compliance of the task (Layne & Hastie, 132 
2015). In addition, students accept and enjoy the role they play in physical education (MacPhail, 133 
Gorely, Kirk, & Kinchin, 2008) while they are constantly involved in decision-making (Wahl-134 
Alexander, Sinelnikov, & Curtner-Smith, 2017). Students also better understand the rules of the 135 
activity due to the personal experiences of engagement in officiating tasks (Sinelnikov & Hastie, 136 
2010). 137 
In spite of these positive findings, some challenges persist with SE. These include the 138 
transference of responsibility, including the reinforcement of gender stereotypes in physical 139 
education where boys occupy many of the central roles of power and decisions within the season or 140 
do not accept girls undertaking such roles (Chen & Curtner-Smith, 2013; Hastie, 1998). There is also 141 
evidence that students with higher status dominate social interactions (Brock, Rovegno, & Oliver, 142 
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2009). Students acknowledging problematic refereeing due to impartiality is another recorded 143 
challenge (Wahl-Alexander et al., 2017).  144 
While some research has explored and exposed both positive and negative findings in relation 145 
to responsibility within SE, there exists little research that explores the differences in the 146 
development of students’ responsibility that might be attributed to the different roles in SE. Within 147 
SE, individuals experience their own development of the role and, thus, each individual might 148 
perform the same role in a different way (i.e., a coach in a team could be good at providing feedback 149 
while another coach could be good at encouraging and motivating their teammates). Considering this 150 
assumption, and the difficulties in the generalization of students’ behaviors within SE, this study will 151 
provide some examples of patterns of behavior through exploring three specific research questions: 152 
(a) what is the impact of the role students undertake in a SE season on students’ perceived 153 
responsibility (personal and social)?; (b) how do students of different initial perceived responsibility 154 
(high/low initial perceived responsibility students) improve their responsibility?; and (c) how does 155 
the SE role affect students with different initial perceived responsibility levels (high/low perceived 156 
initial responsibility students)? 157 
Method 158 
Sport Education Fidelity 159 
To establish fidelity of models’ based practice, it is necessary to provide (a) a rich description 160 
of the curricular elements of the unit, (b) a detailed validation of model implementation, and (c) a 161 
detailed description of the program context (Hastie & Casey, 2014). In addition, Metzler (2011) 162 
affirms that it is important to share the contextual conditions, such as teacher expertise and 163 
operational requirements. These details are shared in the following sections.  164 
Participants and context. This study was conducted in two physical education elementary 165 
classes in a school in a city in the middle of Spain. Students were enrolled in a 15-lesson basketball 166 
season following the principles of SE (Siedentop et al., 2011). The participants were 41 fifth (10-11 167 
years old) and sixth (11-12 years old) grade students (21 boys and 20 girls; average age 11.17 ± 0.55) 168 
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from two classes. Students had no previous experience with SE and they had no prior experience 169 
with basketball in the academic year in the physical education context.  170 
The first author, with basketball knowledge and experience of playing and coaching 171 
basketball, undertook the role of teacher-researcher and the class teacher supported her in all lessons. 172 
The teacher-researcher’s previous exposure to SE included: (a) 10 lectures focused on models-based 173 
practice, including SE and the reading of the Siedentop et al. (2011) manual; (b) training in the 174 
development of SE features such as roles (developing role cards), affiliation (different ways of 175 
creating teams, number of players), and season phases (how to develop small-sided games and create 176 
an equal competition schedule); (c) previous participation and practical application of SE as a 177 
requirement of the teacher-researcher’s undergraduate program; and (d) meetings with university 178 
teachers familiar with SE to establish objectives and content for each lesson as well as sharing views 179 
and finding solutions to any challenges that arose.  180 
Description of the unit. Students participated in a 15-lesson SE learning unit (over a period 181 
of five weeks), following the main characteristics of the SE (seasons, culminating events, affiliation, 182 
record keeping, formal competition, and festivity). The intervention included three lessons per week, 183 
with each lesson lasting for 45 minutes and taking place in the school’s gymnasium (40x20 meters). 184 
The learning unit was designed by the research team as described in Table 1. 185 
 The intervention included the following five characteristics of the SE model: seasons, 186 
affiliation, roles, record keeping, and culminating event. The unit was organized as a competitive 187 
season that represented a real formal competition where different phases took place: (a) preseason 188 
phase (lessons 1 to 9), where seven lessons focused on basic skills in basketball and the latter two 189 
focused on helping students to referee matches; (b) competition phase (lessons 10 to 14), where 190 
lessons started with team practice directed by students and where the competition took place (the 191 
teacher created the competition schedule to ensure the same playing time for all the teams); and (c) 192 
play-off (lesson 15), where students organized the final event and festivity.  193 
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Teams were configured (affiliation) in the first lesson and remained constant throughout the 194 
season. The captains were chosen by the teacher-researcher with the help of the class teacher of the 195 
students. Captains were in charge of the creation of equal teams in terms of gender and skill level. 196 
Once all the captains agreed on these teams, each were allocated a random team. Teams selected 197 
names and team color. 198 
Students experienced different roles (coach, captain, referee, physical trainer, and organizer) 199 
according to the students’ characteristics (i.e., basketball skill level, social sphere, managerial skills). 200 
Roles were progressively introduced and students performed different learning tasks associated with 201 
each role within their teams. The teacher and the teacher-researcher chose those students who 202 
performed the role of coach (skilled students in basketball) and captain (students with high social 203 
skills). The remaining roles were chosen and discussed in individual meetings between students in 204 
each team, the teacher-researcher and the teacher. The coach was to progressively teach activities to 205 
their team members. The captains were responsible for mediating internal conflicts in the team. The 206 
referee refereed matches and consequently had to be able to reinforce the rules and strive to be fair in 207 
their decisions. The physical trainer was responsible for leading the warm-up and stretching. 208 
Students undertaking the role of organizer were responsible for organizing the material each day and 209 
the culminating event. Students were trained specifically for each of the role-associated tasks, 210 
undertaking meetings with the teacher and their peers with the same role, teaching them strategies 211 
related to feedback, problem resolution, basketball knowledge and how to present activities. The 212 
majority of meetings took place in the recess. When such meetings took place during the physical 213 
education lesson, they were organized while their peers were actively involved in learning activities.  214 
Before beginning each lesson, students were notified in advance of which aspects of the 215 
lesson they could earn points from (record keeping). Teams earned points by playing games, 216 
conveying appropriate behaviors (i.e., respecting peers, respecting fair play), and for creativity tasks 217 
(i.e., designing a flag or creation of a team slogan). During the lesson, teams were able to earn a 218 
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maximum of one point for appropriate behaviors while students could only earn points for creativity 219 
in lessons that encouraged creativity (i.e., when the flag competition took place). When matches took 220 
place, teams earned three points by winning, two by tying with the other team, and one when the 221 
team lost. These points were visible to all the students on the gymnasium wall on a weekly basis 222 
(matches, appropriate behaviors, and creativity tasks).  223 
The total points accumulated across the 15-lesson unit created a ranking of teams. A 224 
ceremony (culminating event) with music and awards for all students (participation diploma), 225 
celebrated the end of the unit. Students received awards such as ‘most fair play student/team,’ ‘most 226 
valued player,’ or ‘most creative student.’ These students/teams were selected by fair play points 227 
earned by students in the same team during pre-season tasks, other teams during games, and teacher-228 
researcher and teacher throughout the season. Student organizers were responsible for organizing the 229 
culminating event that included announcing the final point standings and award recipients. 230 
Instruction and treatment validity. To assess the instruction and treatment fidelity, 12 of 231 
the 15 lessons of the unit were video recorded for the assessment of the presence or absence of the 232 
key aspects of a SE season, listed in a fidelity check developed by Sinelnikov (2009). Such aspects 233 
include a team selection phase, students involved in the process of team selection, persisting teams, 234 
teacher encouraging students to resolve conflict within groups, fair play, and sportsperson awards. 235 
Two observers, not related to the project, with experience in SE in physical education, observed the 236 
12 lessons and reached an interobserver agreement of 100% with regard to the presence or absence 237 
of these elements. Reliability was calculated as the total observed agreements divided by the 238 
agreements plus disagreements multiplied by 100.  239 
Data Collection 240 
The study followed a pre-post-test repeated measures design. Before starting and at the 241 
completion of the intervention (pre- and post- intervention), personal and social responsibility was 242 
measured via a questionnaire for each student during student class time in the familiar setting of the 243 
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students’ regular classroom. The questionnaire was administered by the teacher-researcher and 244 
supervised by the students’ physical education teacher. The pre- and post-intervention questionnaire 245 
was administered on the same day and schedule hour to avoid potential bias due to the day time (e.g., 246 
accumulated fatigue). To assess personal and social responsibility of students, the Spanish version of 247 
Personal and Social Responsibility Questionnaire (Li, Wright, Rukavina, & Pickering, 2008) was 248 
used. This questionnaire contains 14 items, seven related to personal responsibility and seven related 249 
to social responsibility. Students answered each item using a Likert scale of 1 to 6, where 1 aligned 250 
with “totally disagree” and 6 with “totally agree” (in all but one of the items). Personal responsibility 251 
represents two TPSR levels: effort (four items referring to self-motivation or exploration of effort 252 
and new tasks) and self-direction (three items referring to on-task independence or goal-setting 253 
progression). For example, “I try to work hard even though I do not like the activity” and “I set 254 
goals.” Social responsibility comprises a further two TPSR levels: respect for others (three items 255 
referring to self-control or the right to peaceful conflict resolution) and caring and helping (four 256 
items referring to caring and compassion or sensitivity and responsiveness). For example, “I respect 257 
others” and “I help others.” Results regarding reliability of the items showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 258 
0.825 (0.687 and 0.798 for social and personal responsibility, respectively). 259 
Initial instructions given to the students were: (a) we are interested in knowing how you 260 
usually behave during physical education class; (b) there are no correct or incorrect answers; and (c) 261 
please answer the following questions honestly and circle the number that best represents your 262 
behavior. 263 
Ethics 264 
To conduct the study, written consent from the researcher’s University Ethics Committee, the 265 
board of directors of the school, and parents/guardians of each student was obtained. Students agreed 266 
to participate and were treated in agreement with the ethical guidelines of the American 267 
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Psychological Association with respect to participant assent, parent/guardian consent, confidentiality 268 
and anonymity. 269 
Data analysis 270 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS; Version 24.0) was used for the data 271 
analysis. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed normality in all dependent variables, which led to the 272 
use of parametric statistics. Results are expressed as means and standard deviations. The 273 
responsibility pre-test scores were used to create two balanced groups in terms of the number of 274 
students (21 in low perceived responsibility group and 20 in high perceived responsibility group) that 275 
allowed subsequent comparisons by roles (five roles). Median split, based on the data frequencies 276 
was used to create these two groups. Previous studies have also created two different groups in SE 277 
(Ward, Hastie, & Strunk, 2019). The data collected pre-intervention were used to classify students 278 
into two categories (lower/higher perceived responsibility) based on the initial students’ 279 
responsibility levels in this particular sample (from 37.00 to 70.00). 280 
For analyzing pre and post-test scores in all dependent variables, two analyses were 281 
performed to analyze the pre- and post-intervention questionnaire scores for all dependent variables. 282 
First, initial homogeneity between roles was assessed through a multianalysis of variance 283 
(MANOVA) at pre-intervention. Second, descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) and 284 
multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) using the variable role as a factor with five levels 285 
(coach, captain, physical trainer, referee, and organizer) were conducted to assess the impact of the 286 
roles. The post-intervention results from the different variables assessed were considered the 287 
dependent variables, while the same measures in the pre-intervention were used as covariables. 288 
Significant main effects were further analyzed using Bonferroni for Post Hoc comparisons. In order 289 
to analyze the responsibility evolution through the season by initial responsibility level (low/high), a 290 
MANOVA with “  Diff. Pre-Post” variable was used to analyze the differences in the improvement 291 
in each responsibility variable, using the variable responsibility level as a factor with two levels 292 
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(low/high). For analyzing pre and post-intervention scores in all dependent variables by role, the 293 
analysis was performed with each group separately using a MANCOVA with the role as a factor 294 
with five levels (coach, captain, physical trainer, referee, and organizer).The post-intervention results 295 
from the different variables assessed were considered the dependent variables, while the same 296 
measures in the pre-intervention were used as covariables. Significant main effects were further 297 
analyzed using Bonferroni for Post Hoc comparisons. 298 
Finally, effect size was calculated. Cohen (1988) suggested that small, medium, and large 299 
effects would be reflected in values of η2 of 0.0099, 0.0588, and 0.1379, respectively. The level of 300 
significance was established at p ≤ 0.05, with a confidence interval for differences of 95%. 301 
Results 302 
The results of the 15-lesson season on responsibility development (personal and social) by 303 
role groups, responsibility evolution by initial responsibility, and post-intervention comparisons by 304 
role in low and high perceived responsibility students are presented in this section. Table 2 conveys 305 
the responsibility evolution through the season by role groups. Initial MANOVA showed no 306 
significant differences in pre-intervention scores by role (coach, captain, physical trainer, referee or 307 
organizer) in any of the dependent variables [F(4, 36) = 0.630, p = 0.853, η2 = 0.070]. The 308 
MANCOVA analysis showed significant differences in post-intervention scores by role in the 309 
dependent variables [F(4, 36) = 2.946, p = 0.001, η2 = 0.277]. There existed significant changes in 310 
total responsibility by roles [F(4, 36) = 8.667, p <0.001, η2 = 0.520], with significant differences 311 
between coach and organizer (p = 0.010), captain and organizer (p < 0.001), and referee and 312 
organizer (p = 0.001). 313 
There existed significant differences by roles in social responsibility [F(4, 36) = 16.234, p 314 
<0.001 , η2 = 0.670], with significant differences between coach and organizer (p < 0.001), captain 315 
and physical trainer (p = 0.012), captain and organizer (p < 0.001), physical trainer and referee (p = 316 
0.009), and referee and organizer (p < 0.001). Significant differences were found by roles in respect 317 
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for others [F(4, 36) = 5.886, p = 0.001 , η2 = 0.424], with significant differences between captain and 318 
organizer (p = 0.010), and referee and organizer (p = 0.003). There existed significant differences by 319 
roles in caring and helping [F(4, 36) = 13.635, p <0.001  , η2 = 0.630], with significant differences 320 
between coach and organizer (p < 0.001), captain and organizer (p < 0.001), and referee and 321 
organizer (p < 0.001). 322 
 Students’ evolution in terms of responsibility at the initial responsibility level are presented in 323 
Table 3. Post-intervention analysis showed significant differences between the improvement in the 324 
dependent variables in low and high groups [F(1, 39) = , p < 0.001  , η2 = 0.694]. These differences 325 
were present in total responsibility [F(1, 39) = 66.026, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.629], personal responsibility 326 
[F(1, 39) = 10.007, p = 0.003, η2 = 0.204], effort [F(1, 39) = 19.100, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.329], self-327 
direction [F(1, 39) = 21.921, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.360], social responsibility [F(1, 39) = 25.795, p < 328 
0.001, η2 = 0.398], respect for others [F(1, 39) = 8.062, p = 0.007, η2 = 0.171], and caring and helping 329 
[F(1, 39) = 17.466, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.309]. 330 
 Attending to pre-intervention comparisons by role in lower perceived responsibility students, 331 
there were no significant differences in the dependent variables [F(4,16) = 1.762, p = 0.073, η2 = 332 
0.333]. However, there were significant differences in post-test variables [F(4,16) = 3.280, p < 0.001 333 
, η2 = 0.471]. These differences were evident in in total responsibility [F(4,16) = 8.697, p = 0.001, η2 334 
= 0.796], with significant differences between captain and physical trainer (p = 0.030), captain and 335 
organizer (p = 0.003), referee and physical trainer (p = 0.003), and referee and organizer (p = 0.005). 336 
There were also significant differences in social responsibility [F(4,16) = 19.993, p < 0.001 , η2 = 337 
0.833], with significant differences between coach and physical trainer (p = 0.039), coach and 338 
organizer (p = 0.005), captain and physical trainer (p = 0.002), captain and organizer (p < 0.001), 339 
physical trainer and referee (p = 0.004), and referee and organizer (p < 0.001). There were significant 340 
differences in respect for others [F(4,16) = 5.952, p = 0.004, η2 = 0.598], with significant differences 341 
between captain and physical trainer (p = 0.019), captain and organizer (p = 0.044), and physical 342 
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trainer and referee (p = 0.029). There were significant differences in caring and helping [F(4,16) = 343 
15.570, p < 0.001 , η2 = 0.796], with significant differences between coach and organizer (p < 0.001), 344 
captain and organizer (p < 0.001), and referee and organizer (p < 0.001). There were no pre-345 
intervention [F(4,15) = 1.696, p = 0.091, η2 = 0.341] or post-intervention [F(4,15) = 0.715, p = 0.762, 346 
η2 = 0.185] significant differences in high perceived responsibility students. 347 
Discussion 348 
 Three main themes arise for discussion: (a) responsibility development during a SE season, 349 
(b) responsibility development in students with different perceived responsibility, and (c) 350 
responsibility development in students with different perceived responsibility and role. Each of these 351 
themes is presented in turn.  352 
Responsibility Development during a SE Season 353 
Total responsibility. Previous research demonstrates that engagement in the roles associated 354 
with SE may lead to an increase in students’ responsibility (Perlman, 2012). Despite this claim, it is 355 
noteworthy in this study that, while all roles started from a similar perceived responsibility, the 356 
impact of the intervention was not the same for all roles. It is important to note that students were 357 
novices in performing roles in the SE model. This directs us to consider the lack of experience of the 358 
students as a factor that may have a significant impact on the development of responsibility the first 359 
time students are faced with roles and a more autonomous environment.  360 
Personal responsibility. Students in SE are called to take an important role in their learning 361 
and progressively receive a higher autonomy by developing concrete tasks in the role they perform 362 
(Siedentop et al., 2011). In order to develop their role successfully, students have to take their roles 363 
seriously (Hastie, 1996; Hastie & Sinelnikov, 2006). This requires effort, which links with personal 364 
responsibility. In this intervention, there were not significant differences in post-intervention scores 365 
attending to the role students performed, leading to a similar evolution in personal responsibility 366 
between the different roles.  367 
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Specifically, Hellison (2011) highlights effort and self-direction as the levels that comprise 368 
personal responsibility. Each role implies different tasks that students must perform to make each 369 
role personal, and this could link with the idea of ‘students doing their best’ when performing roles. 370 
In this sense, Hastie (1996) and Hastie and Sinelnikov (2006), in their studies focused on student role 371 
involvement, noted that during physical education lessons taught through SE, students took their 372 
roles seriously, implying personal effort on behalf of the students. In the present study, the post-373 
interventions scores reflect a similar pattern of effort amongst the students.  374 
In relation to self-direction, it could be assumed that because students participated in an 375 
intervention that promoted autonomous learning in physical education, they should improve 376 
considerably during the intervention with respect to self-direction. Although positive findings in 377 
terms of the roles students perform have been noted, García-López et al. (2012) reported an 378 
increment in aggressiveness in students performing the roles of coach and technical director, 379 
suggesting that the higher level of responsibility involved in these specific roles as a possible 380 
explanation. In this study, there were no differences at the end of the intervention attending to the 381 
role students undertook.  382 
Social responsibility. SE, based and created from sport as a social construct, is closely 383 
related to the social responsibility linked to the interactions with others. This essential characteristic 384 
of SE could lead to changes in students’ social responsibility when exposed to SE. With the goal of 385 
promoting the social dimension, SE promotes small groups that are maintained constant during the 386 
season, and this environment creates a sense of belonging that Siedentop et al. (2011) called 387 
‘affiliation.’ Generally, all students want to successfully perform their role in order to contributing to 388 
their team’s common goal. Research in physical education has highlighted the need to address issues 389 
such as respect and, specifically in SE, to promote inclusion (Pill, 2008) and students’ affiliation 390 
(MacPhail et al., 2008). In this study, students experienced significant differences in the role each 391 
performed; the roles of coach, captain, and referee showed the highest scores. 392 
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Responsibility Development in Students with Different Perceived Responsibility 393 
 In the physical education context, it is usual that students present different characteristics 394 
(i.e., skill level, motivation, responsibility). A recent concern related to SE is how amotivated 395 
students behave in sporting activities taught through the premises of SE (Perlman, 2010). However, 396 
to our knowledge, research on SE has not considered the perceived responsibility of the students 397 
during a SE season. For that reason, two groups were established in terms of perceived 398 
responsibility, which resulted in identifying a ‘high perceived responsibility’ group and ‘low 399 
perceived responsibility’ group. As a result of this study, we can conclude that students with low 400 
perceived responsibility improved more than students with high perceived responsibility. However, 401 
this could be due to a “ceiling” effect that limited improvements in the high perceived responsibility 402 
group. 403 
 These results highlight SE as a framework in which students, independent of their initial 404 
responsibility level, are able to develop their responsibility. However, the fact that students with high 405 
perceived responsibility did improve less could lead us to think that SE has not the same benefits for 406 
all students. Nevertheless, we have to consider that students with high perceived responsibility had a 407 
lower margin of improvement (“ceiling” effect) due to the maximum score students could achieve.  408 
Responsibility Development in Students with Different Perceived Responsibility and Role  409 
Gradually shifting power in a SE season has been highlighted as a contributor to the creation 410 
of an environment in which students feel more comfortable during physical education (Sinelnikov & 411 
Hastie, 2010). As Sinelnikov and Hastie have shown, SE appears to be an appropriate model for 412 
developing responsibility in students in elementary school students who are faced with roles 413 
independent of their initial responsibility levels. The study presented in this article contributes to the 414 
SE literature as it is the first study that has examined the relationship between the roles students 415 
perform and the development of responsibility. We know that some roles could have a greater impact 416 
in the evolution of responsibility during the season. However, what we do not know is if this impact 417 
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is the same for both students with low or high perceived responsibility. For that reason, this final 418 
discussion section is focused on better understanding how students, conscious of their initial 419 
characteristics (in this case, in relation to responsibility), may be benefited of the role they perform. 420 
Although students with low perceived responsibility in all roles start from similar 421 
responsibility levels, we note several differences in their results on completion of the season, with 422 
differences between some roles in total responsibility, social responsibility, as well as respect for 423 
others and caring and helping. In general, students in the roles of captain, coach, and referee 424 
experienced higher improvement through the season. These roles were prominent in this intervention 425 
in a bid to improve responsibility. On the other hand, there were no significant differences between 426 
roles at the end of the intervention for the students in the high perceived responsibility group. This 427 
leads us to consider that the responsibility of these students is not affected by the role they perform, 428 
with a similar evolution for all the students in the high perceived responsibility group. 429 
These results highlight the importance of considering initial characteristics of students (in this 430 
case, initial responsibility) in the distribution of roles. In this study, the coach and captain roles were 431 
agreed by the teacher-researcher and the teacher (who was familiar with the students’ characteristics) 432 
to ensure that the roles connected with students’ characteristics. The responsibility of students with 433 
high perceived responsibility appears to not be affected by the role they perform. The opposite 434 
occurs in the case for low perceived responsibility students. A possible explanation could be that 435 
students with a high responsibility tend to play an important role in physical education (i.e., being the 436 
students who select teams or help with the material) and they are used to making decisions. When a 437 
teacher notes that some of their students possess low responsibility in the physical education context, 438 
they could consider allocating higher perceived responsibility roles (e.g., coach, captain or referee) to 439 
such students in a bid to enhance their participation and increase their responsibility during the 440 
lessons. However, we should be conscious of nurturing a gradual progression to increasing 441 
responsibility on the basis that not all students know how best to accept the responsibility aligned 442 
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with SE. If we do not note the personal characteristics of students when considering the allocation of 443 
roles, we could be reducing the potential impact of the roles and, in turn, the impact of the 444 
intervention. 445 
The results of this study provide evidence that SE can develop students’ perceived 446 
responsibility through experiencing roles. These results connect with Hellison’s (2011) idea of 447 
empowerment within roles. However, the approach to enacting and experiencing roles is slightly 448 
different. Hellison (2011) affirms that the presence of authority figures, such as referee, might limit 449 
student’s responsibility because the tasks are imposed by another (i.e., the referee). TPSR 450 
emphasizes individual learning (i.e., self-awareness, personal well-being and self-direction are 451 
prerequisites to becoming socially responsible) as guiding students to become responsible 452 
individuals (Escartí et al., 2018) in a non-competitive environment. SE focuses on individual 453 
contribution for a collective aim in an attempt that all students positively experience sport following 454 
the main characteristics of institutionalized sport. Despite this difference in shifting responsibility, 455 
SE and TPSR have previously been combined to enhance the performance of students through the 456 
fair play aspects of competition in physical education (Hastie, 2017). Many features of the TPSR 457 
model reinforce the possibilities of SE, promoting positive social behaviors (i.e., students’ 458 
empowerment or positive peer interactions; Hastie & Buchanan, 2000) and personal responsibility 459 
(i.e., students performing roles). 460 
Limitations    461 
 We are conscious about limitations of this study. First, the sample could have reduced the 462 
significant power of the intervention. That is to say, a lowered number of participants (consequence 463 
of the analysis by the five roles used in the SE unit) is a constrains to observe significant differences. 464 
Second, the assessment of students’ perceptions with quantitative data could have limited the 465 
students’ response due to the maximum punctuation they could select (ceiling effect) in the Likert 466 
scale. Third, this study is focused on an isolated two-month season during the student academic year. 467 
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For that reason, an examination of the students’ behaviors two to three weeks post- (i.e., retention) 468 
may help to determine whether these improvements in students’ responsibility are maintained over 469 
time as the result of the SE intervention. Finally, although the use of the figure of the “teacher-470 
researcher” can let the research team to be immersed in the learning process, this figure could reduce 471 
the “ecological validity” (the PE classes were taught by a member of the research team and not by 472 
the main PE teacher), which, in turn, could have influenced students’ behaviors. Future research 473 
should compare students’ behaviors when they are taught by the main PE teacher or a member of the 474 
research team (“novelty”). 475 
Conclusion 476 
 Results in this study convey students’ responsibility improvements for both personal and 477 
social responsibility during a season of SE. We conclude that roles are an important tool in SE for 478 
the development of personal and social responsibility. It is clear that not all roles have the same 479 
repercussion for students with low initial perceived responsibility, whereas students with high 480 
perceived responsibility do not present any difference according to the role they perform. This result 481 
highlights the importance of taking into account the personal characteristics of students in the 482 
process of mapping students to roles. 483 
 Future research should consider the use of both quantitative (i.e., questionnaires) and 484 
qualitative (i.e., students’ and teachers’ interviews) data in an attempt to better understand the impact 485 
of students’ perception of roles in relation to responsibility. Additionally, we consider that it is 486 
important to extend the sample and to evaluate the results with different age groups to examine how 487 
age might impact responsibility development. Finally, special attention should be paid to the roles 488 
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